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through impatience, through failure to pay due attention to
finance, and through the belief that everybody could easily
and quickly be persuaded to see what appeared to h*m self-
evident truth. His success at New Lanark misled him3 as, at
first, it misled others. He understood machines, and he knew how
to make himself liked; these qualities sufficed at New Lanark,
but not in his later ventures. He had not the qualities that make
either a successful leader or a successful organizer.
As a man of ideas, however, he deserves a high place. He
emphasized problems concerned with industrial production which
time has shown to be important, though in the period im-
mediately following that of his activity their importance was
temporarily masked by the development of railways. He saw
that the increased output due to machines must lead to over-
production or under-employment, unless the market could be
increased by a great increase of wages. He saw also that such
an increase of wages was not likely to be brought about by
economic forces under a reign of free competition. He deduced
that some more socialized method of production and distribution
was necessary if industrialism was to bring general prosperity.
The nineteenth century, by continually rinding new markets
and new countries to exploit, succeeded in evading the logic of
over-production, but in our day the truth of Owen's analysis
is beginning to be obvious.
In his own day the most serious objections to his schemes
were: the principle of population, and the necessity of com-
petition as an incentive to industry. Malthus, who speaks of
him as ea man of real benevolence' and approves of his
proposed Factory Act as well as of his methods of education,
nevertheless advances both of these arguments. All systems of
equality, he says, involve absence of *those stimulants to exertion
which can alone overcome the natural indolence of man/
while the prudential checks to populations which all depend upon
private property, would be removed. *As all would be equal,
and in similar circumstances, there would be no reason whatever
why one individual should think himself obliged to practice the
duty of restraint more than another.—His [Owen's] absolute
inability to suggest any mode of accomplishing this object
[limiting population] that is not unnatural, immoral, or cruel
hi a high degree, together with the same want of success in
every other person, ancient or modern, who has made a similar
attempt, seem to show that the argument against systems of

